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ABSTRACT
Historiography is the writing of history based on the examination of sources and
synthesizing these sources into a narrative that will stand the test of critical methods.
Historiography is not the study of history but rather provides a tool to analyze each written
account of a historical event. The concepts of historiography are traditionally reserved for the
study of factual based history and not for fictional events or people. However, just as history
seems to evolve over time, authors also revise their fiction work.
If history is adapted and changed over time to fulfill the historian’s desires, can fictional
works also be adapted to better fulfill the author’s intentions through the process of rewrites?
Historiography allows us to understand that history is adapted and changed over time. Can the
ideas of historiography be applied to fictional stories in order to understand why an author
rewrites and revisits older works? How can a theatre practitioner understand and develop the
most comprehensive version of a fictional text? Can he apply the same techniques used to
deconstruct a historical event?
Through a case study using William Inge’s classic play Picnic I explored the possibility
of using historiography as a tool for theater practitioners in developing new dramatic texts that
synthesize various scripts into one new comprehensive text. Through this case study I developed
a framework which allows the theatre practitioner to apply the ideas of historiography to the
analysis of a collection of fictional works by the same author in order to create a new text,
showcasing the effectiveness of applying four cruxes of historiography to fictional texts.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
How does a historian collect and record history? Does he rely on first-hand accounts or
develop his own unique interpretation of previously written history? If he relies on his own
interpretation, does this mean the history of an event may change slightly over time so a new
account of an event is created? All these questions can be answered through the idea of
historiography, which according to the Merriam-Webster Dictionary is “the writing of history
based on the critical examination of sources, the selection of particulars from the authentic
materials, and the synthesis of particulars into a narrative that will stand the test of critical
methods.” Historiography is not the study of history but rather provides a tool to analyze each
written account of a historical event. Looking at the same event, a reader might find several
different interpretations of what may have happened; the sequence of the events could be
different; the motivations for historical figures could change; and even the heroes and villains in
historical battles could change. Historiography allows the reader to identify what changes
occurred about specific historical events and why those changes might have occurred. These
changes have occurred for multiple reasons; some of the reasons include the historian’s own
personal history and opinions as well as the social/political climate of the time period in which a
history is written, these reasons affect how history was captured. Historiography allows one to
develop a more comprehensive version of a historical event by synthesizing accounts from
various historians. Unfortunately, history is not the actual event but merely a reinterpretation of
the event; even when a historian is writing a first-hand account, it will not be as unbiased or
truthful as witnessing the event in real time.
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The concepts of historiography are traditionally reserved for the study of factual based
history and not for fictional events or people. However, just as history seems to evolve over time,
authors also revise their fiction work. When creating a story, the author can be inspired by the
people or places he has encountered in his life or it can be created from his own imagination. The
former can inspire the author to, in essence, create a history of his life while the latter, though
coming from his imagination, can still have autobiographical elements because it is
subconsciously affected by his own personal history. Similar to how a historian writes history, an
author develops a story based on what happened in his life or imagination. Through this process
they often embellish their own history or add or remove elements. Both authors and historians
create texts which follow their own personal desires as well as societal expectations. This
explains why there can be very different interpretations of the same historical event. If history is
adapted and changed over time to fulfill the historian’s desires, can fictional works also be
adapted to better fulfill the author’s intentions through the process of rewrites? Historiography
allows us to understand that history is adapted and changed over time. Can the ideas of
historiography be applied to fictional stories in order to understand why an author rewrites and
revisits older works?
When books or plays are adapted from one language to another, minor and major
differences in the tone and story could arise. Books and plays can also be rewritten by their
author or adapted by other authors and the story will experience change over time. So how can a
theatre practitioner understand and attempt to develop a more comprehensive version of a
fictional text? Can a theatre practitioner apply the same techniques he uses to understand a
historical event? How can the ideas of historiography be applied to the analysis of a collection of
2

fictional works by the same author? By applying the historiography cruxes, can a new text be
developed that provides a more comprehensive view of the text? But how does one develop this
comprehensive version of the story and how can one determine whether it fulfills the author or
playwright’s intention? The framework of historiography can be a valuable tool the
writer/director can use to develop this comprehensive version. Through a case study using
William Inge’s classic play, Picnic, I explore the possibility of using historiography as a valuable
tool for theater practitioners in developing new dramatic texts that synthesize various scripts into
one new comprehensive text.
Before continuing, it is necessary to define what is meant by comprehensive version of a
fictional text. This term is used to describe a new text that is a synthesized version of multiple
versions of the same fictional story written by the same author or playwright. For example, some
playwrights never seem to be truly finished with a play; they are constantly revising their work
throughout their own writing process as well as during the rehearsal process and even after.
William Inge was one of those playwrights who was never quite satisfied as can be seen by his
multiple versions of Picnic. Many of Inge’s most famous works were reimagined versions of his
previous plays or were earlier versions of later less successful and less recognizable plays, very
similar to Tennessee Williams’ process. In fact, Picnic, Inge’s most recognized play, fits both
categories. It was both a reimagined version of his earlier one act play, Front Porch, and it was
also later rewritten into a Broadway failure, Summer Brave. What I consider to be the
comprehensive version of these scripts is a new dramatic text in which the audience develops a
fuller understanding of the author’s story. This new text is created by evaluating and showcasing
the similarities and differences in the various versions in order to develop a text which attempts
3

to fulfill the playwright’s intention as well as meet audience expectations. This new text tries to
determine, by using historiography, what the playwright’s intention was with each script in order
to understand why certain elements of a script may have changed overtime. What forced the
changes? Was it the playwright’s, director’s or audience’s intention? In order to begin this
analysis of fictional works, we must determine which historiography cruxes can be applied to
fictional works.
In order to understand historiography, it is important to understand what constitutes a
historical event. I will be using Thomas Postlewait’s article, Historiography and the Theatrical
Event: A Primer with Twelve Cruxes, to develop my model of historiography to apply to fictional
texts. Postlewait defines a historical event as “any single, significant occurrence, large or small,
that took place in the past” (159). While it may be easy to select a specific historical event,
understanding what actually happened is more difficult because important questions arise about
how the historical event was perceived and written. When constructing the history of an event,
historians must rely on documents and reports about the event; however, these documents are not
the actual event itself. As Postlewait argues, the documents “meanings are potential rather than
received, not only because the historian cannot avoid interpretation but because the identity of
the event depends in part upon how it was constituted as a separate occurrence in the
documentation itself” (160). Even if the historian experienced the event first hand, his own
interpretation will affect how the history is recorded. With these documents and reports about the
event, the historian must then construct the history of the event which can either be interpreted in
accordance with the documents or offer a new interpretation, “the event is made, not simply
found” (Postlewait 161). Every event is open to different descriptions and none is fully complete
4

but rather a partial perspective of the event itself, “but not a complete and final description”
(Postlewait 162). A reader must analyze multiple historians’ perspectives of the event in order to
determine the most accurate and full description of that event.
Postlewait describes twelve cruxes he believes readers need to apply when analyzing
written history. I propose that four of these cruxes can be applied to the analysis of fictional texts
in creating a new dramatic text. The four cruxes are (1) initial motivations of the writer, (2)
survival of original documents, (3) value system of the original era, and (4) reader/audience
interpretation. The first crux prompts the reader to analyze the causes, motivations, aims, and
purposes of the initiating agent of a historical event. When documenting an event, a historian
must understand the intentions and biases of the people who actually saw the event and what
their intentions were in writing the first-hand account of the event because historians “must find
out what they thought in order to understand their actions and plans” (Postlewait 163). Their
records of the event are the first attempts to write history. In the case of a fictional text, the
author becomes the initiating agent as he creates the story he will be constructing. Readers must
understand why the author was inspired to initially write his story. Did he want to reveal
something from his past, spark a conversation, or simply create something that would have mass
appeal? All these questions will affect what the author wrote. Directors can apply this idea when
developing a new comprehensive text because it is important to understand the playwright’s
motivations and goals within each version of the script in order to better understand how to
incorporate each script into the new text, highlighting the playwright’s desires and providing the
audience with the most thorough account of the fictional event.
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The second crux that can be applied to fictional works provides assistance for analyzing
the conditions that affect the preservation and subsequent survival, however piecemeal and
random, of the documents of record. Postlewait warns that “we need to consider, therefore both
how and why some documents survive and get used while others do not” (171). As a playwright
rewrites his script, why do certain scenes survive and others do not? Also, if the playwright
offers multiple versions of the same story, as with Picnic, why are some versions of that story
produced more than others? Is one text more popular than other versions of the same story? Did
certain scripts provide a more fulfilling ending? Did the success of the initial run affect which
version of a script is more popular today? Were the other versions of the story not produced as
much because of a flaw in the story or writing? When writing this new text it is important to
concentrate on understanding what the playwright intended and try and determine if his ideas in
each piece were popular or if the playwright’s original ideas were overshadowed. This crux
allows the writer/director of the new text the ability to determine what parts of the script may
have been modified to suit the desires of the audience or the director rather than the playwright’s.
The third crux allows the writer to understand that the codes, values and cultural system
of the historian’s time period will shape our understanding of the text. Each historian’s writing
will be affected by his social and cultural system. This idea also can be applied to fictional works
because the playwright may have desired to write about something, but because of societal
pressures he was unable to or had to modify what they meant or hide it within the text. This is an
important concept to understand because our modern perspective may be different than that of
the author, and in a new text the new writer can clarify ideas that may have been hidden in the
text due to social constraints of the playwright’s era.
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The final crux that can be applied to fictional texts allows the writer/director to
understand that the formations, assumptions, values, and expectations of each person who reads
history attempts to understand what is written about the event. As Postlewait states, “no matter
how cunning the historian directs and controls the reader’s understanding, the reader always adds
to, subtracts from, modifies, and even nullifies what the historian writes” (178). As we read
history, we are bringing our own opinion and outside knowledge which will affect how we
interpret it, similarly to the historians’ owns values and assumptions affecting their interpretation
of first hand documents. The reader is then thrice removed from the event; “reading readings that
are readings of readings of an event. The first reading is the document; the second reading is the
historian’s interpretation of the document; and the third reading is our own interpretation of the
historian’s report” (Postlewait 177). Similar to how a reader brings his own ideas to an account
of a historical event, audience members are also going to bring their own background and ideas
to a production, which will give each production and performance a unique meaning both for the
performers as well as for the audience. No matter how decisive the playwright writes and no
matter how close a director tries to fulfill the playwright’s intention, the audience’s own
interpretation of the play can drastically change its meaning. This idea must be considered when
creating a new text because it will remind the writer to allow room for interpretation in the new
text.
These four cruxes provide a basis on which to examine the possibility of using
historiography as a lens to create a new comprehensive text from multiple existing scripts with
the same storyline. To determine whether this is a working possibility, I will apply each of these
four cruxes to the three different texts of Picnic to understand the reasons behind the differences
7

and similarities of each script in order to create my new comprehensive version of the story. I
will also explore why Inge altered elements of the storyline overtime, I will explore these cruxes
in detail for each script that I used to create my new text to showcase why specific sections were
combined, added to, deleted or modified in my new version.
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CHAPTER TWO: CREATING A NEW TEXT
Inge’s play, Picnic, is one of his most famous works; however, it also has several
incarnations. The same storyline which appears in Picnic was previously seen in his play Front
Porch and his later play Summer Brave. These three Inge plays provide the perfect case study to
explore how the idea of historiography can be applied to theatrical texts when creating a new
dramatic text. When trying to develop a new text that combines elements of these three scripts, it
is important to ask questions such as how and why did Inge reimagine the same story into three
different scripts? Was it his choice? Was it the director’s choice? Or was it changed to better suit
the audience? In addition to his own three scripts, the same story was also adapted for the screen,
Picnic, and into a musical Hot September. How does a playwright reimagine his same story over
and over? Is he creating a new story each time or is he creating another historical perspective of
the same fictional event? Also, a director can create a new interpretation of the play, in the way it
is staged and conceived, which transforms the script into a new text. But what methodology can
the director use to create a truly unique version? These questions can be answered with the
cruxes of historiography outlined in the previous chapter.
Before discussing my use of historiography, it is important to clarify why I was inspired
to create this new text and what my intentions were. My concept was to develop a new text for
my own production of Picnic in April 2012 at Orlando Shakespeare’s Mandell Theater. This
production allowed me to test the successes and failures of my meth ology, which is discussed
later in Chapter 7. My concept combined elements of Inge’s Picnic, Summer Brave and Front
Porch. This concept was inspired through research about Inge’s intentions and feelings about his
play Picnic.
9

Inge’s first version of the Picnic story, Front Porch, was a sketch about five women
living in a small Midwestern town. Inge revised Front Porch into Picnic. Picnic added the male
characters in order to provide a dramatic arc to the play. As Baird Shuman discusses in his book
on Inge, while this revision was commercially successful on Broadway, Inge was not satisfied
with it; he especially did not like the ending. During the rehearsal process Inge changed Picnic’s
ending based on his director’s recommendation (Johnson 41). Due to his lingering
dissatisfaction, Inge revised Picnic into what he considered to be the final version of the play
Summer Brave. Inge wrote in the preface to Summer Brave that:
I have written before that I never completely fulfilled my original intentions in writing
Picnic before…I wrote what some considered to be a fortuitous ending in order to have a
finished play to go into rehearsal…a couple of years after Picnic…I got the early version
out of my files and began to rework it…Summer Brave [was] the result…I prefer it to the
version of the play that was produced, but I don’t necessarily expect others to
agree…[but] it does fulfill my original intentions (Inge x)
Inge’s new version, Summer Brave, was produced on Broadway, but it was poorly received by
audiences and critics. It particularly interesting that Inge kept revising the same story over and
over, which inspired me to revisit Thomas Postlewait’s article about historiography mentioned
above. Inge’s revision process can be seen as very similar to the way history is written by
different authors, which offers diverse interpretations. With three different versions of Inge’s
story, I wondered if one could create a text that attempts to present the aspects Inge preferred in
each version of the script and provide the audience with the most comprehensive account of the
story of Picnic in a way that hopefully Inge would be pleased with. Postlewait pointed out that
when you “change the model, [you] change the meaning” (159). This alteration in model is
similar to Inge’s reconstruction of the same story in three different plays. Even though Picnic is
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fictional, these alterations and reconstructions of history through language Postlewait as
discussed inspired my ideas for the concept of this new dramatic text.
For my text, I wanted to blend four versions of Picnic into one cohesive script, utilizing
Picnic as my base text and layering in scenes or songs from: Front Porch, Summer Brave, Hot
September (a musical version of the Picnic story – not written by Inge), as well as adding my
own original adjustment/additions to the play. That this blending would provide an interesting,
thought-provoking text which would hopefully satisfy Inge’s desires for the ending of the play
while also fulfilling what audiences have come to expect when they read or see Picnic.
I was drawn to a new interpretation by Inge’s dissatisfaction with Picnic. Inge did not
like the final version of Picnic and, unfortunately for him, Picnic has become what audiences
expect to see, not the more realistic, less romantic ending of Summer Brave which Inge
preferred. Audiences were dissatisfied with the unhappy ending seen in Summer Brave. My new
text aims to solve this disconnect between the playwright’s desire and the audience’s expectation
by creating a new “history” of the same fictional event. The new ending showcases both Picnic’s
happy ending and Summer Brave’s sad ending. It allows the audience to decide for themselves
which ending actually occurred rather than the director forcing a happy ending (Picnic) or the
playwright writing a sad, depressing ending (Summer Brave). After seeing both perspectives, it is
the audience who chooses whether Madge leaves or stays.
In order to blend these multiple scripts together, I developed the idea of using multiple
perspectives simultaneously through the overall frame of a radio program. I was fascinated to
learn from my research about the transition from radio to television, and I thought it would be
interesting to explore this transition from a radio personality’s perspective. For my text, the radio
11

personality was going be Madge, ten years after her departure at the end of the play. She is
working at a radio station as a singer and this is her last day on the air. Since it is her last day,
she looks back on her life. Through this “dream-like” lens, we will be transported back into the
world of Picnic. As Madge remembers her life, she sees the different ways it either played out in
reality or in her imagination. These remembrances happen simultaneously, each version of
Picnic will be a different way of viewing the same event. I wanted Madge to sing songs from
Hot September and a selection of popular 1950s songs, such as those sung by Ruth Brown. The
songs Ruth Brown performed both conveyed the mood I was trying to achieve and had very
relevant lyrics. The musical underscore would help with transitions from memory to memory as
well as establish the overall mood for the production. The climax of Madge’s memory takes
place at the end of Picnic when she decides whether or not to leave. The reader would experience
her departure with Hal as in Picnic or her decision to remain alone as seen in Summer Brave. The
audience would be left with the choice to decide which ending they find more appropriate as
Madge sings her final song and signs off the air.
While my original concept contained the idea of the radio show, I decided to change that
idea, as well as my idea to incorporate Hot September. Before discussing how I used
historiography to select pieces of each text, some history about Inge is necessary, this will assist
in discovering various intentions within each script.
Inge was born in Independence, Kansas on May 3, 1913. His Midwest upbringing
becomes a very distinctive aspect of Inge’s work. He was the first American playwright to write
about small-town life in the Midwest. All four of his early plays are set in towns that are very
similar to Independence. His father was a traveling salesman, and he had a close relationship
12

with his mother. His childhood in Independence gave him “a knowledge of people and a love of
people” (Inge Center 1). Inge’s writing career began to take shape in the 1940’s. He became a
drama and music critic where he met and became friendly with Tennessee Williams. Inge’s
characters were the people he had grown up around; he recalls, “when I was a boy in Kansas, my
mother had a boarding house. There were women schoolteachers living in the house…I saw their
attempts, even as a child, I sensed every woman’s failure. I began to sense the sorrow and the
emptiness in their lives and it touched me” (Inge Center 2). He wrote knowingly of the
dynamics of neighbors, friends and family members in these small towns. Picnic truly
capitalized on his youth as it depicted “the simple pleasures and hidden frustrations of provincial
life” (Teachout 72). While his childhood provided profitable material, his success did not last.
He began to fall out of favor with critics. He also struggled with his sexuality, which may have
changed his views on love and romance as he continued to write, and in 1973 he committed
suicide. His plays have continued to be produced throughout the years but they have never
reached the popularity that they had in the 1950s.
Now that Inge’s personal history and the ideas of historiography have been explored, we
can begin to examine each script which was used to develop my new text. My original
production concept had to be modified due to the script resources that were available. I had
originally intended to use the musical Hot September; however, I was unable to find the book for
the musical; I was only able to find a recording of the soundtrack. I decided this was probably
better since I did not know how Inge felt about the musical; it would be better not to include a
script that was not written by Inge or a script he had not passed an opinion. The next several
chapters will detail each of Inge’s scripts starting with the earliest version, Front Porch, and
13

discuss how I applied the four cruxes of historiography to each one in order to develop my new
dramatic text entitled William Inge’s Picnic.
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CHAPTER THREE: FRONT PORCH
Front Porch was originally a one-act play with only five of the female characters who
would later appear in Picnic. Inge wrote Front Porch early in his career and later decided to
revise it into a full-length play. I was very interested in including this play in my new text
because it represents the first-hand account of the story because it was Inge’s first attempt at
writing the Picnic story. As previously discussed, when historians write history, they must first
rely on first-hand accounts to create a written account of the event. Inge relied on Front Porch to
develop Picnic. The play is described as a series of monologues by the five characters, almost
like an eyewitness testimony (Inge Center 2). The play is not in print; however, I was able to find
a copy of the play from the William Inge Center. I had originally intended to insert some of these
monologues into my new text because they could highlight different motivations for some of the
characters. These monologues would provide a contrast to the character’s motivations in Picnic
in order to showcase how Inge had altered his characters over time. It was interesting to see
which of the three versions were most similar.
However, the play I received was not the play I expected. The play was still called Front
Porch but it was not the monologue version but a draft Inge used in converting the play into
Picnic. It was being revised into Picnic and included Inge’s notes on the draft. It appeared to be
dated around April or May of 1951, several years after he wrote the original but two years before
Picnic would premiere. Although this was not what I had planned on incorporating, it provided
some valuable material because it showcased Inge’s writing process and elements he had
intended for Picnic before he was influenced by a director and the rehearsal process. The script
also provided new insight into the characters and relationships, which eventually disappeared in
15

Picnic; these disappearances will be discussed shortly. The play also had several additional
characters, including the character of Hal. The script is fairly close to the structure of Picnic but
with some major stylistic and plot differences, including locations and the portrayal of Madge
and Hal’s relationship. By analyzing the script with the four cruxes, I was able to compare Front
Porch to the other scripts in order to understand how to incorporate Front Porch into my new
text. Interestingly, during his rewriting process Inge envisioned several new titles for his new
play. There are two that are listed, A Pretty Girl and Landscape with Figures; Picnic is not even
mentioned as a possibility. I struggled with a similar problem trying to develop a title for the new
work that would best capture the spirit of the piece. I liked his title, Landscape With Figures,
because it tied into the feeling of isolation of Edward Hopper’s paintings. I used Edward
Hopper’s images as an inspirational source to influence the design of the piece when I staged the
production. Hopper’s images captured the feeling of isolation and desire for change, which are
also important themes in Inge’s work.
This version of Front Porch suggests that Inge was not really concerned about the
physical production because the script has double the characters and more sets than either Picnic
or Summer Brave would have. Inge added additional teachers and teenagers to the script to make
it feel more populated; however, over time the amount of characters was reduced either to
streamline the story or for production purposes. A few of the characters included in Front Porch
are important to note. One character is Bonnie Edwards, who is described as a careless soul.
Bonnie appears throughout the show walking along the street in front of Flo’s and Mrs. Potts’
houses. She does not have any dialogue. I am curious if at any point she did have any dialogue or
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if she had a larger role in the play and it was simply cut down over time. There are several
moments of haunting stage directions for Bonnie, but the most haunting is at the end of the show:
Now comes the sound of Bonnie Edwards’ mocking laughter, just a little lewd and
cynical. She is coming back from the station with another friend, who is telling her
stories beneath the intimacy of her parasol. Her laughter has a slightly shocking effect on
Flo and Mrs. Potts who watch Bonnie with more curiosity than real disapproval. Bonnie
and her friend stroll easily by and off. (Front Porch III-16)
The appearance of Bonnie in Front Porch sparks some questions about whether she should be
included in a new dramatic text as well. To determine this, I referred to my four cruxes outlined
above. The first is to explore why the author wrote the character of Bonnie. In Front Porch,
Madge does not run off with Hal. Bonnie could be interpreted as Madge’s demise, becoming the
local whore, especially the way Madge is depicted in this script. This is why Bonnie’s laughter at
the end becomes haunting in a way; she marks the end of innocence which Madge has just
experienced after she spent the night with Hal. The question to be asked is why Inge did not
include Bonnie in future versions? One reason could be the societal constraints of the 1950s.
Making Madge and Hal’s affair more apparent, as in Front Porch, would not have been
appropriate in the 1950s for a commercial audience because of the affair’s sexual nature. It also
could have been due to physical constraints of production; perhaps it did not make sense to have
a character only appear briefly at the beginning and end of each act.
The convention that Bonnie Edwards introduced in Front Porch is important because it
offers the possibility of the future and suggests the end of innocence, which I believe is at the
heart of each of the three plays. I liked the idea of her drifting through the show and representing
what could happen to Madge, and I incorporated a very similar idea into my new text. The singer
in my text represents Madge later in life, looking back at her fateful choice of either leaving with
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Hal or staying at home. While Bonnie Edward’s fleeting presence on stage alludes to Madge’s
potential downfall, the singer’s life is more ambiguous about whether she left with Hal or stayed
at home. The audience expects Madge to run away with Hal; however, in two of the three scripts,
Inge does not have Madge leave with Hal. The second crux points to the need to include a more
ambiguous ending, because even though Picnic is more popular, it does not provide the ending
the author intended. This ambiguous ending allows both the audience and author’s preferences to
be fulfilled. I wanted the audience to create its own interpretation of the story of Picnic just as
Postlewait describes in the reader/audience interpretation crux that readers brings their own
interpretation to history. Audience members could determine which ending they felt is the most
truthful.
Another character who appears in Front Porch but not in Picnic is Beano. He later
appeared in Summer Brave. Beano is an additional school-aged boy who comes to taunt and flirt
with Madge. While Inge must have thought he was important to introduce in two of the three
versions, he does not add much to the story. He was not necessary because the central part of the
all three scripts is Madge’s relationship with Hal. I wanted to dedicate more time to that storyline
in my text and highlight Madge’s sense of longing for change and her sense of isolation.
However, before immediately cutting Beano, I applied my cruxes of historiography to see if he
was a necessary addition. While he is in the original version, he does not add any additional
information to the plot. The audience members who are only familiar with Picnic will only be
expecting one newspaper boy and not two, so he becomes unnecessary. Also, if the audience
knows Picnic, Madge, her sister Millie and Flo discuss how the boys in town treat Madge, the
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audience can hear that rather than see it physicalized on stage. In my new text I deleted these
scenes with Beano and the other paperboys.
Another significant change in Front Porch is that there are several locations. In this
version, Inge sets scenes in locations other than simply the shared backyard of Flo and Mrs.
Potts. He adds a scene in the pool that introduces the audience to Hal there rather than when he
first meets Madge. While it does open up the story, these multiple locations muddle the central
focus of the plot too much by showing the audience unnecessary secondary locations and
introducing a multitude of characters. While Inge may have initially wanted to truly expand his
focus from his original series of monologues, he may have later realized he needed to streamline
the story.
While I appreciate the simplified plot in Picnic, which focuses on Madge and Hal, there
were a couple of scenes from Front Porch that could be incorporated into my new dramatic text,
because they enhanced Madge as a character and offered additional possibilities for the audience
to consider what happened between Hal and Madge. However through the use of the four cruxes,
some of these scenes I thought I needed did not make it into the final script. To determine which
scenes to include, I once again used the lens of historiography outlined above. One of the first
scenes was at the beginning of Act One that depicts Madge, Millie, and Flo’s reaction to the train
coming through town. This is a scene that appears in all three scripts; however, Madge’s
response to the train varies slightly from script to script. In order to provide a fuller image of the
character of Madge, it could be useful to intercut a scene from Picnic and a scene from Summer
Brave together to show the two different reactions to the train. However, Madge’s response in
Summer Brave does not really mention the train; instead, it talks about going off to college. The
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dialogue in the scene from Front Porch mentioned the train like the dialogue in Picnic, so I
decided to intercut those together. In the Picnic scene, Madge describes the way the train makes
her feel and that she hopes someone will get off the train and come spot her in the dime store. In
Front Porch, she has a practical rather than emotional view of the train, discussing how it can
take her away from town to where she could get a job. While the job she mentions is modeling, a
job in which she is still viewed as a commodity, it does demonstrate more empowerment because
Madge is looking to change her fate, rather than hoping for a miracle to walk into town. Madge’s
degrees of empowerment vary from script to script. She is the most empowered in Summer
Brave, which can stem from the fact that this version was written in a later time period during
which women gained more freedom and independence. The value system crux is important here
because the place of women in society has changed from when these scripts were written to
current times. When creating a new text it is important to try and understand what the playwright
was trying to showcase in his play but was not able to because of the era it was written. It then
becomes our responsibility to highlight how society has advanced and provide a text that is more
relevant to the current time period and allows the playwright the opportunity to showcase their
full story.
The two scenes provide a nice juxtaposition to each other, presenting two different sides
of Madge. I kept the scene within its original place in Picnic, which is only a couple of pages in,
so it also helped to establish the idea of two Madges. Each Madge represents a different side of
her personality; one will end up leaving with Hal while the other one stays behind. In my text,
the two Madges depict multiple perspectives; one in the past and one in the present; one practical
and one emotional. My specific ideas about how to use the two Madges evolved during my
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writing process, which will be discussed later; however, this early scene allows the reader to get
a taste of having both Madges speaking at the same time. Hopefully this clues the reader/
audience to the fact that they are both the same person.
Another scene from Front Porch I included was one between Millie and Alan in the
middle of Act Three. In all the versions of the scripts, Millie has a strong crush on Alan. She
tried to verbalize this attraction but she is never quite successful in romance. This scene provides
a glimpse of Millie’s attempt to gain Alan’s affection. It is also the only scene in all three
versions in which they were entirely alone. The scene is placed after scenes with the other main
romantic couples and provided a nice opportunity to better showcase Millie’s desires. In Act
Three, Scene 1 of Picnic and Summer Brave, the main couples, Madge and Hal and Rosemary
and Howard, are coming home from their romantic evenings and discussing the future while the
scene with Millie and Alan is missing. By applying the initial motivations crux I was able to
discover that Inge wrote the Millie and Alan relationship as a contrast to Alan’s relationship to
Madge, and this scene presents that contrast well. I decided to place this brief scene after
Rosemary and Howard’s scene but before Madge and Hal return home. It provided a nice
comedic break in the scene and allowed the audience to see more of Alan and Millie’s
relationship, which Inge had already slightly alluded to in Picnic. It was an important part of
Front Porch because the scene attempts to fulfill Inge’s desire for the script because he hints at
elements of Millie’s affection towards Alan in the other two scripts, less overtly. I felt I needed
to include this more overt scene in my new text.
There was a brief scene in Act One of Front Porch in which Flo and Mrs. Potts are
discussing Rosemary’s attitude towards men. In all three versions of the scripts, Rosemary tries
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to put on a façade for all the ladies that she does not need the support of a man to survive, but we
realize this is not true in Act Three, Scene 1 of all the scripts as she desperately begs Howard to
marry her. In this scene in Act One, Flo and Mrs. Potts analyze Rosemary’s behavior and discuss
the fact that “talk is cheap” to describe Rosemary’s lack of desire to be married. While the scene
does not add much new information, it would become clear to the audience that Rosemary was
putting up a façade. I decided to include the scene because of Flo’s line that “talk is cheap.” It
was an appropriate statement about women’s public versus private personae that Inge was trying
to explore in his script. All the women reveal private details to family but not to each other. They
remain strong toward each other even if they are in desperate need of help or comfort. The
women are also privately longing for something but publicly appear to be satisfied; Rosemary
longs to be married but says she is independent; Flo acts independent but she is truly
heartbroken. All the women are struggling for something new and different but they all try to
protect themselves.
The final scene from Front Porch I considered including, I debated heavily about
whether or not to include. Inge wrote a scene at the end of Act Two which depicts Madge and
Hal away from the picnic discussing their physical attraction to one another. The scene clarifies
several points about Madge and Hal’s relationship, which is a little bit unclear in the other two
scripts. It helps to clarify that they did sleep together and that Hal initiated their intimacy. In fact,
the way this scene is written it makes it appear as if Hal rapes Madge. At the beginning of the
scene, Hal is described as “forcing a kiss” (Front Porch 2-43) on Madge before he claims, “when
I see a pretty girl, she’s gotta be mine.” Throughout the scene, he constantly wants emotional
fulfillment from Madge by asking her over and over to tell him that she loves him. He claims he
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needs a pretty girl to continue living and survive. He continues to beg for her love, which she
never tells him she does. He then moves to physical fulfillment telling Madge:
HAL: I don’t ask for the things I gotta have. I take ‘em.
MADGE: I…I…
HAL: The worst is going to happen, Baby.
MADGE: (starting away) I have to go home.
HAL: (drawing her back) Relax…you might as well.
MADGE: It’s late.
HAL: You got work to do.
MADGE: I have to go home.
HAL: You gotta console a guy…for ever being born.
MADGE: I’m scared.
HAL: (forcing her to the ground, hovering over her, speaking with hot and urgent need)
Tell me you love me, Baby. Tell me you love me. God damn it, tell me you love me.
(Front Porch 2-45)
The final stage directions of the scene indicates that the train whistle then sounds, “it cuts loose
with one shrill screech of its whistle like a cry of sudden pain” (Front Porch 2-45). This scene
puts an entirely different context on Hal and Madge’s relationship as well as Hal’s insecurities.
The physical relationship between Hal and Madge is a bit ambiguous in the other versions. The
difference between the scripts when it comes to this scene can be analyzed through the third
crux. Picnic and Summer Brave were presented to a commercial audience in the 1950s. The
moral code allowed at the time would not have permitted Inge to present the scene he had written
in Front Porch, even if Inge intended for Hal to rape Madge in Picnic and Summer Brave. He
could not let that be seen by the audience. When creating a new text for the current time period,
alluding to a rape would not be so startling to an audience because audiences are familiar with
the topic as well as its representation of rape in contemporary plays. However, did Inge truly
intend to have Hal rape Madge? This was a question I debated while creating my new text. There
were moments in Picnic and Summer Brave that could be interpreted as a reaction to a rape, but
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it was not clear. I considered having one of the two Madges raped so that it only affected one
ending, but could it then be rationalized that she made a choice to leave or stay because she was
raped and that would, in turn hurt, the other ending? I also considered adding the scene at the
very end of my text as another option for the reader to consider of what actually happened. In the
end, I decided not to add the scene because this scene would be so radically different than Picnic
that audiences would not be prepared for it; it would be too startling and overshadow the other
ending possibilities. Also, why did Inge remove the scene? Maybe he removed this scene
because it overshadowed the rest of Madge and Hal’s relationship depicted in the show. Maybe
he changed his mind about the nature of their relationship. There was really no way to know, so I
did not want to incorporate such a controversial topic into my new text.
These few scenes from Front Porch were used to add more depth to characters and to
help justify the addition of an additional character in my new text. I was able to select the scenes
which could provide the complete version of the Picnic story while satisfying Inge and the
audience. While Front Porch only provided additional material, the next text to be discussed,
Picnic, provided the basis for my new text.
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CHAPTER FOUR: PICNIC
I decided to use Picnic as the foundation for my new text for a variety of different
reasons. I used it as the basis for my text because of the three plays; it was the most well-known
to audiences. I used my second crux from historiography to investigate why Picnic was the script
that was still in publication and popular with audiences. The reason Picnic is still known today
might be because it had a very successful run on Broadway and was subsequently made into a
movie, neither of which happened for either Front Porch or Summer Brave. It was important to
use Picnic as the basis because it had received the most critical analysis compared to the other
versions I am incorporating in my new text. It was important not only to determine how Inge felt
about his plays but also how critics perceived his work. For Front Porch, I could not find much
critical review of the play; however, for Picnic and Summer Brave I did find more critical
analysis. Since I was using Picnic as the basis, this chapter will be a little different in that I will
be discussing which elements of the script were unique to Picnic in addition to examining which
elements I could cut from the script in order to include the additional material from Front Porch
and Summer Brave.
Before discussing the specifics of the text, it is important to understand how Picnic came
to be and also ponder Inge’s original motivations and aims with transforming Front Porch into
Picnic. These four cruxes of historiography will allow me to determine which elements of the
script can be altered. Picnic was Inge’s second Broadway production. While Inge had been
successful with his first production, he still relied heavily on his director, Joshua Logan, for
guidance on the script. Inge had originally transformed Front Porch into a version that was
similar to Summer Brave with a realistic, depressing ending rather than the romantic ending seen
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in Picnic; “the draft of Picnic, Inge preferred, for example, Summer Brave, with its downbeat
final act, was unquestionably improved when Inge, thanks to Joshua Logan’s insistence, restored
to the formulaic ending required of generic romance” (Johnson 41). While critics and audiences
felt that the Picnic ending, where Madge runs off with Hal, was more satisfying, it may not have
been exactly what Inge wanted. He was nervous about the success of the script and in the heat of
rehearsals may have been willing to rewrite his script even if those rewrites did not satisfy his
original intentions for the script. The characters he wrote about in Picnic were people he had
watched as a child; he knew them better than a Broadway audience and knew what would be a
more realistic ending. But to be a successful production, the need to satisfy the audience and
provide them with something they were used to seeing may have overshadowed his original goal
for the piece. Inge later reflected on why he allowed himself to alter his original ending; “we had
our ups and downs with [Picnic], which I attribute mainly to my second-play nervousness and
indecision. An unstable author, who isn’t sure what he wants, is a great liability to a director; so
if Picnic did not come off entirely to please me, it was my own fault. Josh only sensed my
indecision and tried to compensate for it” (Voss 26). While he does not blame Logan for the
changes in the text, he does admit that he was not fully satisfied with the final product, which
eventually inspired him to rewrite Picnic once again and restore it to a version similar to the one
he had originally envisioned.
Now that the context for the script’s creation has been established, we can proceed to the
script, one of the very first scenes in the script is one between Millie, Bomber (the paper boy),
and Madge. It is an exposition scene discussing Madge’s beauty and how all the teenage boys in
town are in love with her. I decided to eliminate this scene because the dialogue paints the
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female characters in a poor light. It made the women into objects of men’s desire and also the
Picnic ending makes Madge very dependent on men. One of my goals with my text was to make
the piece a bit more feminist by presenting stronger, more independent female characters, which
is more like the independent women Inge included in Front Porch and Summer Brave. Even
though Inge was not a feminist, he was progressive in his portrayal of gender; as Jeff Johnson
discusses in William Inge and the Subversion of Gender, Inge frequently subverted the traditional
views and stereotypes of male and female behaviors in his plays. Some of his female characters
are fairly strong women, and this initial scene undercut that idea and it starts the show in a very
negative light showcasing Madge as dependent on men and just a commodity to be coveted by
men. He may have included the scene in order to show that he could conform to gender
conventions, which was necessary to protect himself in the 1950s. However, today’s audience is
more accepting and interested in seeing gender bending on stage. The reason I also cut this scene
was that I decided to eliminate the character of Bomber. He was not really necessary and only
provided exposition that was already in the script elsewhere. Also, in the 1950s, it was expected
to have a very large cast of characters in a play, which was why he might have been included,
but again the cultural conventions of playwriting have changed and smaller casts are now
preferred. Furthermore, I wanted to scale down the number of characters in the script because I
was also adding two new characters to my text.
Similarly, I also decided to eliminate Rosemary’s two school teacher friends, Irma and
Christine. I eliminated them for the same reasons I eliminated Bomber. They did not add
anything to the plot; they acted more like a Greek chorus to Rosemary’s character. It would be
more interesting to explore the dynamic between Flo, Mrs. Potts and Rosemary rather than
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between Rosemary and the teachers. The teachers were representing idealized, domestic women
with no strong opinions about society and relegated into very female, domestic jobs. Although
Rosemary is also a teacher, she has a desire to find fulfillment either personally or
professionally. She does not seem satisfied with her current position, something all the primary
female characters desire as well. In total, I ended up eliminating three characters from Picnic,
which allowed me to introduce my two new characters and also focus more on the primary
storyline of Madge and Hal and offer the possible different outcomes Inge had created.
Another scene I debated about cutting was in Act One between Hal and Alan. It is their
very lengthy reunion scene in which they discuss their history, and it provides the audience
additional backstory about Hal. I debated cutting it because the scene was a very lengthy
distraction from the primary storyline; also in my text I combined Act One and Act Two into one
act so I was trying to find ways to shorten the act. However, I realized the scene gave the
audience some perspective on Hal’s character and gave him some humanity early in the script. I
also looked at some critical analysis of Picnic, which discussed how Inge’s own conflicted
sexuality caused the gender bending throughout the script. His sexuality particularly influenced
Hal and Alan’s relationship because “the Hal-Alan-Madge triangle in Picnic, …[the reader
typically] visualizes the heterosexual coupling of the boy and girl with the third boy being the
odd man out, when in fact a more interesting and in some cases more plausible dramatic truth
explores the male-bonding” (Johnson 34). After discovering this analysis, it was important to
keep this scene because it was strongly influenced by Inge’s own personality and highlighted a
possible goal of his in the text, but one that could not be expressed overtly. I decided to expand
Hal’s story even more by adding a pantomime set to the song “Summertime” at the beginning
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that showcases all the characters, including a section depicting the story he tells Alan about being
robbed by two women on the road. While I had originally thought I would focus on Madge
throughout my text, I realized that Hal was an important part of Madge and I needed to provide
him more depth and perspective based on what I had read in the three scripts. I was interested in
exploring the suggested homosexual relationship but none of the scripts provided text to
elaborate this relationship. I decided to leave the text ambiguous and explore this relationship in
the staging of the piece and the audience’s possible interpretation. By adding the pantomime, it
makes the audience begin to question whether Hal made up these stories or are they true. This
idea prepares the audience for making a decision about which of the two endings is reality and
which one is Madge’s imagination.
In Act Two, I did not cut much except for a story Madge tells Hal, and I changed some of
Rosemary’s drunken outburst during the dance scene which leads to her ripping Hal’s shirt
because he will not dance with her. She tries to dance with Hal because of his youth and good
looks. After she rips his shirt, she then ridicules him for being white trash and claims he should
be ashamed for flirting with Madge. While the scene was very powerful as written, it was
interesting to compare the same scene to Summer Brave. Rosemary seemed to have become
more vocal and sexual with Hal in Summer Brave. I found this to be more compelling and it also
made Rosemary a stronger, more multifaceted character. Inge has Rosemary now tell the story
Madge tells Hal after the shirt ripping in order to make Rosemary more sexual in Summer Brave.
Rosemary uses it as a flirting technique while Madge uses the story to comfort Hal in Picnic:
Don’t feel bad. Women like Miss Sydney make me disgusted for the whole female sex.
Last year she and some of the other teachers made such a fuss about a statue in the
library. It was a gladiator and all he had on was a shield on his arm. Those teachers kept
hollering about that statue, they said it was an insult to them every time they walked into
29

the library. Finally, they made the principal – I don’t know how to say it, but one of the
janitors got busy with a chisel and then they weren’t insulted any more (Picnic 54)
Madge’s attack on Rosemary undermined Rosemary’s strength as a woman, which I do not think
was Inge’s intention because of how independent he tried to craft her, but the audience
interpretation crux reveals that the audience would probably interpret it that way. In Summer
Brave, Rosemary uses the story as a flirting tactic, which I found to be a more interesting way to
use the story rather than as a comforting tool, so I decided to eliminate Madge saying it and have
Rosemary interject it into her drunken flirtation as she does in Summer Brave. Her ridicule of
Hal after she rips his shirt was also longer in Summer Brave because she insults him even more,
which I found more effective in motivating the plot and driving Madge towards Hal rather than
her quick explosion in Picnic.
The second scene in the third act of Picnic and Summer Brave is where the two scripts
start to truly diverge from one another. Picnic presents the formulaic, happy ending while
Summer Brave presents a more depressing ending. This was the most difficult part of creating a
new text, trying to decide what to do with the two endings and which ending was the best ending
for both the audience and Inge. How could I satisfy both? I debated about cutting Picnic’s ending
entirely and just showing the Summer Brave ending. However, if I did that the new text would
have simply become a longer version of Summer Brave, which was not my intention. I decided I
needed to take into account several of my historiography cruxes by asking three questions: what
was Inge’s goal with the ending in Picnic, why has Picnic survived, and how will an audience
interpret the script? After analyzing Picnic’s ending, I realized there was a need to include that
ending based on the historiography cruxes. Even if Inge did not necessarily agree with the happy
ending, he did write that ending, not someone else, so there had to be some truth to it. There was
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merit to presenting the ending because it followed the truth of his characters as written in Picnic.
The ending also could be viewed as a critique of the happy romantic ending; throughout the
script, Inge breaks the gender roles, why would he not comment on the traditional happy ending
of boy and girl uniting?
Because of the survival of the original documents crux, even if I presented Inge’s
preferred ending, the audience was still going to have certain expectation about the ending. This
was the main problem audiences had with Summer Brave when it premiered on Broadway. They
expected the uplifting ending they saw in Picnic and were instead disappointed by the realistic
ending. I wanted to make sure the audience was not going to be disappointed but also got to
experience the story as Inge may have intended for it to end.
Finally, because of the value system crux, I knew the audience would bring their own
interpretation to the script and I wanted to capitalize on that. By presenting both endings it would
force the audience to fully analyze both endings, and determine which ending actually happened.
I wanted to keep it as ambiguous as possible so it would be totally up to the audience to
determine which ending Madge actually experienced. I will discuss in detail the order of the
endings in Chapter Six. While I heavily debated about the ending in Picnic, I ended up leaving it
mostly unchanged even though it made the script longer. The only change I made to the final
scene was that I eliminated or changed who said some of the lines because I had eliminated the
characters of Bomber and teachers. In hindsight, juxtaposing the two complete endings side-byside allows the audience to be more actively engaged in the material, it makes an older piece
fresh again, and hopefully it provides the audience with something to ponder after the show was
over.
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Since Picnic is the basis of my new text, not too much was changed about the text. The
major changes included the elimination of characters, some changes in the climax in Act Two
and a debate about what to do with the ending of the script. My four cruxes of historiography
help to support using Picnic as the basis for the new dramatic text even though Inge did have
some problems with the final product. Inge tried to fix those faults in his next version; however,
for the most part, the storyline remained very similar to Picnic. The next chapter will highlight
the changes to Summer Brave and how including those differences in the new dramatic text
fulfills what might have been Inge’s original intention with Picnic.
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMER BRAVE
Summer Brave follows the same basic dramatic structure of Picnic with one major
difference, the ending. Inge approached Summer Brave as a way to correct the faults he found
with Picnic, particularly the ending. By fixing these faults he also added additional depth to
some of his characters, adjusted the placement of critical scenes within Act One and Act Two
and completely altered the ending course of the story, which are all important elements to
consider when creating a new text. Should these alterations be included? If so, where? As
previously discussed, I initially combined Picnic and Summer Brave before adding Front Porch,
because Picnic and Summer Brave were closely aligned, so a lot of the new material in my
dramatic text came from Summer Brave. Some of the new material only exists in Summer Brave,
which will be discussed in this chapter. Some scenes were in both Summer Brave and Picnic, but
I preferred the placement or wording of Summer Brave. I will discuss how I handled these
duplicate scenes in the next chapter when I discuss my new dramatic text.
One of the first unique scenes is early in Act One when Madge discusses that she would
like to have a career. This scene falls around the same time as a scene in Picnic where Madge
discusses how the train makes her feel and that she hopes someone will walk into the Dime Store
and change her life. While Picnic has a very optimist perspective, Summer Brave allows Madge
to be a bit more practical and independent woman. In Picnic, she drifts through life, which
contrasts Summer Brave where she tries to take control of the situation. I wanted to incorporate
this scene because it provided a stronger independent portrait of Madge, which was one of my
goals with my new text. Initially I juxtaposed it with the train scene in Picnic; however, the
dialogue in the two scripts was not compatible. It was not the best juxtaposition of the scripts to
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use when first introducing the idea of two Madges and having them both talk simultaneously.
Instead, I intercut the train sequence from Picnic and Front Porch. I then included the career
scene right after the dialogue about the train. It helped to provide two unique perspectives of
Madge while also trying to portray Madge as a stronger woman.
The next unique scene is one between Madge and Flo discussing whether Flo truly loved
Madge’s father. Throughout Picnic, there is possible subtext that Hal is very much like Flo’s
husband who either left Flo or whom Flo did not follow. The closing lines of Picnic include an
exchange between Mrs. Potts and Flo explaining this subtext:
FLO: Helen! Helen! Could I stop her?
MRS. POTTS: Could anyone have stopped you?
FLO: There are so many things I wanted to tell her!
MRS. POTTS: Let her learn them for herself, Flo. (Picnic 74)
While it is clear in this exchange that there is some important history between Flo and her
husband or former boyfriend, it is not discussed at length in Picnic. The audience does not know
specifically what happened between them. In Summer Brave, however, Inge dedicates a scene
early in the show to discussing Flo’s feelings about men in more detail:
MADGE: Mom, did you love Dad?
FLO: What a question!
MADGE: I’m serious.
FLO: Well…
MADGE: Did you?
FLO: Well, of course I did!
MADGE: I don’t see why it’s so hard to admit it.
FLO: It can be embarrassing to love a man.
MADGE: I don’t see why.
FLO: ‘Cause a man is stronger…in most ways…and the woman is weak to begin
with…and if she’s in love with him, she’s all the weaker. You have to fight for things in
this life and…sometimes it’s a disadvantage to be in love. (Summer Brave 16)
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This scene helps to provide more depth to Flo’s character and explains why she is so protective
of Madge. Inge still does not tell the audience specifically what happened with Flo, which is a
good strategy because it allows the audience to bring their own interpretation to Flo’s history,
just like the fourth historiography crux states that readers’ bring their own interpretation to
history. However, this scene does provide more insight into Flo’s character and pieces of her
backstory. Her sentiments could have been part of her character in all three scripts but are only
expressed in Summer Brave. For that reason it was important to include this scene because it
provides a fuller portrait of Flo and clarifies elements in the two previous scripts about her failed
relationship.
At the end of Act One, Mrs. Potts makes a revelation about Hal and Alan. She wishes
they could be more like each other; creating the ideal man:
MRS. POTTS: I was just thinking. Wouldn’t it be nice if Alan were more like the young
man, and the young man were more like Alan?
FLO: A woman can’t expect a man to be everything.
MRS. POTTS: No. Of course not. (Summer Brave 29)
This scene states an idea that the ideal man would probably be a combination of Hal and Alan.
Madge wants Alan to be adventurous like Hal and Flo wants Hal to be more reserved like Alan.
While the text is not overly necessary to the script, because the audience would eventually be
able to come to this conclusion on their own, Flo’s line is the most important line to consider.
Her line could be interpreted as Inge’s feelings toward the formulaic romance ending he was
forced to include in Picnic. Inge recognizes that Madge running off with Hal may have been less
than realistic, so he may have used Mrs. Potts’s line about blending Hal and Alan into the ideal
man as a commentary for the Broadway audience’s desire for a formulaic, predictable ending. I
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was not sure the audience would pick up the double meaning of the line, but at least it provides
the opportunity to comment on relationships and love.
Act Two of Summer Brave opens with some of the same scenes that are in Act One of
Picnic; however, there is a unique scene between Millie and Hal. Millie is sketching a picture of
Hal, but while she is sketching he is talking about his life plans. Hal discusses with Millie that
“you know, I wish I had more time to read. That’s what I’m gonna do when I settle down. I’m
gonna read all the better books, and listen to all the better music, like symphonies. A man owes it
to himself” (Summer Brave 43). Inge makes a point of making Hal seem like he has a life plan
and is not creating the stories he is telling. On the other hand, in Picnic Hal comes across as a
storyteller, which I am not sure if that was Inge’s intention or not. It is important to apply the
four cruxes to analyze how Hal is presented in all three scripts. In Front Porch, the first time
Inge introduces Hal, he calls him our “hero.” Inge may have wanted Hal to be the main
character, but in the process of rewriting the script into Picnic, Madge ended up becoming the
primary character. In Summer Brave, Madge is still the primary character, but because of the way
Hal is crafted, Hal experiences a more tragic journey throughout the play and ends with a tragic
ending when Madge refuses to leave with him.
Another difference is at the end of Act Two in Picnic, where there is a romantic scene
between only Hal and Madge, whereas in Summer Brave there is a lengthy scene between Alan
and Hal. In the lengthy scene, Alan reprimands Hal for his drinking and getting into the
argument with Rosemary. Hal feels personally attacked that Alan does not see him as anything
more than a bum:
HAL: You don’t understand, miss. Al don’t think I’m good enough to ‘ssociate with you
fine people.
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ALAN: Hal, I never said that.
HAL: But you thought it, Al. You thought maybe if a solid citizen like you took a kindly
interest in a bum like me, you could chalk one up for charity. (Summer Brave 55)
This scene makes the audience sympathize with Hal more. Throughout Summer Brave it seems
like Hal is misunderstood and trying to figure out how to achieve his life plan, a very different
Hal from the confident, ladies’ man seen in Picnic. As the initial motivations crux states it is
important to understand that Summer Brave was written later in Inge’s career so he was able to
express what he wanted to write and did not have to follow the theatrical conventions. Also Hal
and Madge’s relationship may have changed in Summer Brave because Inge was starting to head
into depression himself, which may have affected his personal views on romance.
It is interesting to note that while Inge was trying to make Hal more sympathetic, he
decided to cut the romantic scene between Hal and Madge at the end of Act Two. Instead, the
tone of Hal’s advances toward Madge seems closely aligned with Hal and Madge’s relationship
in Front Porch. Again, this change in dynamics probably stemmed from Inge’s own changing
views on relationships; he turns Madge and Hal’s relationship into something simply based on
the physical rather than emotional attraction:
MADGE: You know what? I think you have an inferiority complex.
HAL: Quiet, doll.
MADGE: No one ever called me “doll” before.
HAL: Yah?
MADGE: Honest!
HAL: Well…there’s a first time for everything.
MADGE: We better go.
HAL: Come here, doll!
MADGE: We’ve got the basket with the fried chicken.
HAL: (appraising her from head to toe) Haven’t we just!
MADGE: They’ll be waiting.
HAL: Look, baby. I got a hot news flash.
MADGE: What?
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HAL: (suddenly and impulsively, he takes her in his arms and kisses her devouringly)
We’re not goin’ to no God damn picnic. (Summer Brave 56)
I liked the tone at the beginning of the scene where he calls her a doll and she finds that
attractive, but the ending of the scene it has the possible rape quality that Inge included in Front
Porch. Inge included this similar tone in his first play, and in Summer Brave is this what he truly
intended for Hal and Madge’s relationship to be like? Unfortunately, I was unable to find any
research or notes from Inge discussing what his intention behind Hal and Madge’s relationship
was. The lack of data might have stemmed from the time period in which these pieces were
written. I decided not to include the ending of this scene for the same reasons I decided not to
incorporate the rape scene in Front Porch, it would overshadow the rest of the piece and the
audience would interpret that as the reason why Madge either left with Hal or stayed behind. I
did not want that to directly influence the audience; I wanted them to listen to Inge’s text and
decide for themselves what actually happened. This example of the changing tone of Madge and
Hal’s relationship highlights the need to apply the historiography cruxes to analyze multiple
scripts. These cruxes will allowed me to truly understand what version is most effective in order
to incorporate it into a new comprehensive text, which is the result of a consensus of the three
scripts. If one just read and analyzed Picnic, the possibility of Hal raping Madge may not even
exist. But, within the context of two of the three scripts, this is a possibility, so one should then
start to question the playwright’s true intentions and apply the four cruxes of historiography I
have discussed. The cruxes allow one to attempt to understand the goal of each play; why ideas
may have faded from subsequent drafts, did it disappear because of social conventions or
audience perceptions. After applying these four cruxes, I was able to determine that it was not
appropriate to include the rape aspect in the new dramatic text I created.
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As discussed in the previous chapter, the endings of Picnic and Summer Brave are
different so it is important to discuss what aspects of the Summer Brave ending motivated me to
include that entire ending in my new text. The Summer Brave ending begins with a scene
between several teenage boys in town all discussing what happened last night with Madge and
how she is easy. This scene replaced the ending of Act Three, Scene One of Picnic, where Hal
brings Madge back home. I decided not to include this scene because I had eliminated those
characters from the script, and I did not want to paint Madge in a negative light. Also it would be
interesting to see Madge and Hal discussing what happened rather than the teenage boys. Instead,
I began the new ending with Flo scolding Madge and trying to figure out what happened between
Madge and Hal. Madge reveals what happens and Flo advises her that:
FLO: There’s true love in this life…and there’s something else, excitement and heart
throbs and thrills. All of them vanish after a few years, maybe after a few days. Then you
hate yourself for having been such a fool, to let yourself be tricked, to have given up your
entire life and all the years that lie ahead…because one night…something happened that
made the blood trickle up your spine…that made your heart beat like a gong inside a
cavern…that made you feel all of a sudden…like you’d found the whole reason for being
born.
MADGE: He…he needs me.
FLO: Yes, he needs you. He needs you to stay home and fry potatoes and wash his
underwear while he’s at the pool hall. He needs you to forgive him when he spends all his
wages on booze. He needs you to lie to when other women call the house and want to
know where he is.
MADGE: Don’t…don’t say things like that.
FLO: Now listen to me, girl, and listen close. Alan will be here in a minute.
MADGE: I don’t want to hurt Alan’s feelings. Honest, I don’t.
FLO: You’ve already hurt his feelings but that can’t be helped right now. The point is, he
loves you, and he’s going to forget about this, maybe tomorrow, maybe today. Make up
some story. He’ll believe you because he wants to believe you, and thank you for sparing
him the truth.
MADGE: I couldn’t lie to Alan.
FLO: Then keep your mouth shut, and let me do the talking. (Summer Brave 63)
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This ending creates a higher level of tension than Picnic. It immediately puts Madge on the
defensive and she has to decide whether she wants to leave or stay. Inge also uses this as another
opportunity for Flo to reveal more about how she feels about love. The audience can begin to
understand fully the similarity between Flo’s and Madge’s situations. Also, Madge does not
immediately give up the idea of being with Alan; it is an idea she wrestles with throughout the
scene.
Alan arrives earlier in the ending of Summer Brave and he tries to forgive Madge for
what has happened, blaming the entire situation on Hal. Hal then interrupts their discussion.
Madge wants to talk to Hal, which Alan initially resists. However, Alan lets Madge talk with Hal
and leaves them alone. Hal tries to convince Madge to leave with him but she has made up her
mind not to:
MADGE: I’m going to marry Alan.
HAL: I heard you the first time.
MADGE: So, I just want you to know I haven’t any hard feelings, that I…I like you and
everything but…I honestly think you better go.
HAL: (beginning to show some of his soul’s despair) Jesus, is this as far as it ever goes
for me? Is it?
MADGE: Please…please go.
HAL: O.K. Whatever you say. (He looks straight in her eyes) Kiss me goodbye.
MADGE: I don’t think so.
HAL: Why? It’s only fair to kiss a guy goodbye.
MADGE: Just the same. I’m not going to.
HAL: Afraid?
MADGE: No. Of course I’m not afraid.
HAL: You’re lyin’.
MADGE: I am not.
HAL: Then kiss me to prove it. (Summer Brave 65-66)
This is a completely different dynamic than the relationship between Madge and Hal as seen in
Picnic. Madge tries to keep a great deal of distance from Hal and does not want to fall back in
love with him. She tries to not admit her feelings for him, even though she will confess them a
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few pages later to Flo. Inge also paints Hal as a desperate character begging for Madge’s
affection. The audience gets to see more of his humanity and hopefully empathizes with him
more than they do in Picnic. It is very important to present this scene because it completely turns
the table on Madge and Hal’s relationship. Inge publicly did not like the ending of Picnic where
they ended up together. He thought the ending he crafted for Summer Brave was more
appropriate to the story. In addition to what is written, I added some stage directions to the above
scene. After Hal’s last line, I have him kiss Madge, which she lets happen for a few seconds
before she slaps him on the face to break away from him. This provides a stronger moment of
independence for Madge.
The ending of Summer Brave depicts Madge leaving for work and the teenage boys
hollering after her. Flo and Mrs. Potts watch her from the porch. Flo tries to tell Madge not to get
into the car with the boys, but as a final moment of independence Madge claims:
MADGE: I’m perfectly capable of making up my own mind, thank you.
FLO: Well, I like that!
MRS. POTTS: Yes, Flo. Let her make up her own mind. You don’t have to worry about
Madge.
FLO: I just can’t help worrying.
MRS. POTTS: Madge is a woman now, Flo. She’s not a girl anymore. (Summer Brave
76)
Madge truly becomes her own woman through her experience with Hal. She does not run off
with him and also finds her own sense of independence with Flo. Flo no longer says she has so
much she wanted to tell Madge, like the ending of Picnic, because she has already confessed
more about her own relationships throughout the play. I agree with Inge that although this is not
the most romantic ending to the play, it is more realistic. However, it can be seen as uplifting
because it demonstrates Madge’s rise to independence, which proves to be a very powerful
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message. As discussed in the previous chapter, including just this ending would have satisfied
Inge the most; however, I had to consider that Picnic is a well-known play and audiences would
have an expectation for the ending. This is why it is important to consider all four of the
historiography cruxes outlined, not just one, and develop a compromise that best satisfied all
four.
Summer Brave provided a lot of unique and new material to be added to Picnic or to
replace parts of Picnic. These additions helped to clarify some of Inge’s characters and his
motivations. There are similar scenes in both scripts, which happened to be in very different
places, which will be discussed in the next chapter outlining my new dramatic text, William
Inge’s Picnic.
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CHAPTER SIX: CREATING WILLIAM INGE’S PICNIC
After analyzing the unique aspects of each of Inge’s three scripts, I began to develop my
new text, which aimed to capture a fuller perspective of Inge’s possible intentions. My new text
eliminated minor characters from his scripts, as discussed above, and focused on the main
characters, particularly Madge. My new text includes three Madges – two who are experiencing
the show in real time and one who is reflecting on the events seen in the show. I will discuss
these multiple Madges shortly. Using Picnic as the basis, I began to layer in pieces of Summer
Brave, then additional scenes from Front Porch, and finally songs not related to Inge’s texts. I
will first discuss the sections that appeared in both Picnic and Summer Brave and how I handled
them.
One of the first duplicate sections occurs in Act One in Summer Brave. Alan enters for
the first time a lot earlier than in Picnic. His first scene is with Madge, where he discusses his
return to college. Madge believes Alan will fall in love with a college girl instead of her, but he
claims Madge is the perfect girl saying, “Madge you’re beautiful, I can’t believe you’re mine.
Every morning I wake up and pinch myself to see if I’m dreaming” (Summer Brave 11). I liked
the idea that Inge was hinting that Alan only sees Madge as the perfect object, not for the person
she truly is. This idea was present in Picnic but not stated, as literally, so I wanted to make it
more obvious in my new text. I wondered about introducing Alan so early in the play. I liked the
structure of Picnic where he is introduced to the audience after we have already seen Hal and
Madge together. I decided to incorporate it into a scene Alan and Madge have at the end of Act
One where they are discussing their plans for the picnic. This scene helps to demonstrate the
importance of using the four historiography cruxes not only to determine which scenes to
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incorporate but also where those scenes would have the most dramatic effect within a script. The
cruxes allowed me to determine the fullest synthesis of the story from the multiple scripts.
As previously discussed, very early in Act One, I incorporated the scene with the train
that combines a scene from each of the three texts. This scene shows several different sides of
Madge. It was important to include this scene early for a variety of different reasons. One of the
reasons was that I wanted to introduce the audience to the idea that there were multiple sides to
Madge since Inge’s depiction of her was a little bit different in each script. In order to explore
and present these multiple sides of Madge, I introduced the idea of three Madges, two back in the
1950s and one ten years later looking back on her life. I had originally intended for each Madge
to represent a different script, but I realized that would to be too confusing. The older Madge is
not involved in the train scene; instead, the two younger Madges discuss different perspectives of
the train; this scene helps to establish the convention for the audience of having two Madges on
stage. The main Madge has a very optimistic view of life and ends up running off with Hal at the
end (Picnic ending) while the secondary Madge has a more realistic view of life and ends up
staying at home rather than leaving with Hal (Summer Brave ending). Hopefully, this scene
establishes this dynamic, while I realize it may not be a hundred percent clear, I will address this
issue in the next chapter describing my production.
Having dual Madges allows me a unique opportunity to incorporate scenes that appear in
both Picnic and Summer Brave, but appear in very different locations. One of those scenes is
between Flo and Madge discussing what it means to be pretty. In Picnic, this scene is in Act
One, but in Summer Brave it is at the beginning of Act Two. I decided to include both versions
of the scene, even though they were very similar in their respective locations. I included both
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scenes because it was important to realize that Inge placed the scene in two different places for a
reason. While I do not know the specific reason, presenting the scene in both places would allow
the audience to understand the goal of this new text, which was to highlight how a writer’s
intention can either be hidden or changed from revision to revision. Also, presenting the scene
twice would allow the audience to truly understand the concept of two Madges in the show since
the audience would realize they had already seen the scene once. However, my justification for
including the scene twice is that maybe each Madge remembers that scene happening at different
point in their life. Just like different versions of the same historical event, remembering the
specific order of event could be slightly different from one person to another. In the initial scene
from Picnic, I left the scene unchanged; only Madge and Flo have dialogue. Madge 2 watches
the scene from the side. In the scene from Summer Brave, I included a scene about Madge
watching over Millie at the picnic prior to the pretty scene. In both of these scenes, I rotated
Madge’s dialogue back and forth between Madge and Madge 2. I really liked the structure of the
scene from Summer Brave because it combined a lot of little moments from Act One of Picnic
into one scene:
MADGE and MADGE 2: What good is it to be pretty?
FLO: What a question!
MADGE 2: I’m serious.
FLO: Well…(apparently she is formulating her thoughts on the matter)
MADGE 2: Is that all it means, just standing around for people to tell you how pretty you
are?
FLO: Well…pretty things are rare in this life.
MADGE 2: But what good are they?
FLO: Pretty things like sunsets…and flowers…and rubies…and pretty girls, too…they’re
billboards telling us life is good.
MADGE 2: Oh!
FLO: Living can be hard and folks get pretty discouraged, but when we see something
beautiful it all seems worth while.
MADGE 2: That’s just fine but where do I come in?
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FLO: What do you mean?
MADGE 2: Maybe I get tired of being looked at.
FLO: Madge!
MADGE and MADGE 2: Well, maybe I do!
FLO: Don’t talk so selfish.
MADGE 2: I don’t care if I am selfish. It’s no good just being pretty. It’s no good.
FLO: A woman’s life…whether she’s pretty or not…never means anything to her till it
means something to someone else.
MADGE 2: I don’t get it.
FLO: Maybe you never will. Go get dressed.
MADGE: Here comes Rosemary and the other old maids.
FLO: Don’t talk so disrespectful. You may be an old maid yourself some day.
MADGE 2: I bet I’m not. (Summer Brave 33-34)
In this version of the scene, Flo struggles more to console Madge. Flo does not have all the
answers until she reveals how she feels about relationships, even though her own was not
successful. In staging the scene, I have Flo talking to Madge with Madge 2 off to the side saying
the lines. This visual truly highlights the idea of two Madges and clarifies the idea that Madge is
trying to remember her past but cannot remember when specific events/dialogue occurred.
Another element I decided to incorporate into my new text was making Rosemary and
Howard’s relationship more heated. In Summer Brave, their dialogue has a little bit more spite to
it, which could make their relationship a bit more interesting and makes Rosemary’s pleading at
the end of the play for Howard to marry her even more heartbreaking; this scene strengthened the
dramatic shift for Rosemary claiming independence throughout the show to then begging
Howard to marry her. During Act Two, Howard and Rosemary’s heated relationship begins
when they have some testy dialogue about Mrs. Potts’ cake; Rosemary tries to stop him from
eating it and makes sure he uses a fork when he does eat it.
Rosemary and Howard’s cake scene is early in Act Two, and it highlights the more
chaotic and heated dance sequence to follow in Summer Brave. While the dance sequence is the
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climax in both Picnic and Summer Brave, the Summer Brave sequence exposes a drunker and
more out of control Rosemary. Rosemary tries to flirt with Hal more and discusses how she used
to be called the dancing fool because one night she danced so much she swooned. She continues
to tell this story over and over again and she invades more and more of Hal’s personal space and
tries to get him to dance with her. While the intentions behind the scene in both Picnic and
Summer Brave are the same, in Summer Brave her rants provide a better arc to her eventual
explosion at Hal after she tears his shirt.
In the middle of the dance sequence, Hal and Howard are left on stage and they watch
Madge getting dressed. Madge is getting dressed by her second floor window and does not
realize anyone is watching. While this scene occurs in both Picnic and Summer Brave, it is very
objectifying towards Madge. She becomes a commodity, just to be looked at. While Inge did
include this in both scripts, I wanted to find a way to soften it. This decision was informed by the
value system crux I discussed earlier, because the codes and values for the way women are
presented on stage have changed since the 1950s. I also wanted to make the female characters
stronger in my new text. I decided to keep the scene since it was in both scripts; I needed to keep
it in order to remain true to what seemed to be Inge’s true intentions; however, I used Madge 2 as
a way to comment on the scene. I have Madge getting dressed in the window, while Madge 2
stands on the porch and watches Hal and Howard discuss Madge’s good looks. I did not add any
lines for Madge 2, but in the staging, Madge 2 non-verbally reacts to the scene to achieve the
desired effect.
The dance sequence created some difficulties, because in Picnic and Summer Brave
Madge reenters the scene after getting dressed at different times. I had to remove certain sections
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of the Summer Brave scenes I had added because I did not want Madge to reenter until the time
she does in Picnic. I decided to leave Madge 2 onstage so she could witness the action. If the
new text I was creating was a memory play, Madge needed to be present in order to remember
the action of the play. Madge needs to witness the scene in some way -- either from the sidelines
or eavesdropping out her bedroom window. Once Madge enters though, Hal is immediately
drawn to her and they begin to dance. I debated about each Madge’s attitude toward Hal. Should
the Madge from Picnic always fall under Hal’s charm? Should the Madge from Summer Brave
be more resistant? While this might reflect the endings of each show, each Madge needed to
have that moment of truly falling in love with Hal, unless I opted for the rape ending seen in
Front Porch – which I had already decided not to use. I used the dance sequence as one of those
moments where Madge 2 lets down her guard and falls in love with Hal. There was a particular
line in Summer Brave that was very fitting to include, which I included it right after Madge and
Hal start dancing. Madge 2 watches from the sidelines and justifies why she lets herself dance
with Hal: “Alan always says it’s all right for me to dance with other boys” (Summer Brave 49).
This line allows Madge to reflect on why she let herself get caught up in Hal’s charm. Madge
from Summer Brave does really have feelings for Hal but resists the temptation in Act Three.
During the dance sequence, Inge incorporates a scene in Summer Brave where Madge
discusses how she was crowned Queen Neewollah. This scene had been presented earlier in
Picnic during Act One. I decided to incorporate the scene twice, similar to the “pretty” scene
discussed earlier, in order to reconfirm to the audience that Madge might not remember
specifically when events happened in the past. Unlike the first time, where I had Madge 2 say the
Summer Brave lines, this time I debated whether to have Madge or Madge 2 say the lines.
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Should it be Madge 2 so it is clear that her timeline of events is different, or should it be Madge
to clarify that she does not really remember the order? In the end, I decided to have Madge say
the lines because it would not be repetitive for the audience. In my new text, the singer “Madge”
is the one who is remembering the events – she sees both versions of herself but even within one
version of Madge she could remember what she said differently. In hindsight looking at the text,
I am not sure this idea is clear to the reader. It would be clearer if Madge 2 discussed Queen
Neewollah in Act Two versus Madge. Rather than introducing another possible explanation for
the repeating scenes, it would be clearer to just have Madge and Madge 2’s order of events to be
slightly different, explaining the repeated scenes.
All these slight changes in the dance sequence lead to a more climatic moment for
Rosemary, after she rips off Hal’s shirt sleeve, she attacks Hal’s faults . In reading all three texts,
I decided this scene needed to be a climactic moment; this moment motivates the remainder of
the text and Madge’s actions in each ending. In order to raise the tension I compared this scene
in both Picnic and Summer Brave, Rosemary attacks Hal in both but she attacks more directly
some of the things Hal had previously told Madge in the dance scene in Summer Brave. Also,
Rosemary attacks Madge first before attacking Hal:
ROSEMARY: You come out here on the front porch, wearing your new dress, wearing
my expensive perfume stuck behind your ears, and take him right out of Millie’s arms, I
saw you. Don’t deny it.
MADGE: Millie didn’t want to dance.
ROSEMARY: There’s just too many worthless young men like you, runnin’ loose over
the country today. No jobs, no responsibilities, spongin’ off decent, self-respecting
people, tryin’ to make yourself a home where you’re not wanted. (Summer Brave 52)
I found Rosemary’s attack on Madge to be necessary in order to motivate Madge’s ending in
Summer Brave. I included this moment because it provided a perspective that was not present in
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Picnic. Inge had hinted at Rosemary blaming Madge in Picnic, but Howard interrupts Rosemary
so she switches to discussing Hal instead. By including this attack on Madge, it could provide
Inge the opportunity to disperse the blame, which he seemed to be hinting at in Picnic. This
attack on Madge allowed me to have Madge 2 experience the Summer Brave ending. Through
my understanding of the text, this scene causes Madge to reflect on whether she is trying to get
the attention of men or wants to be independent. She realizes this is not what she intends to do or
does not want to do any longer, which is why she chooses to remain behind and does not leave
with Hal at the end of the show; she chooses independence versus men.
The rest of Rosemary’s explosion I kept intact; however, I did add some extra attacks
towards Hal that were only in Summer Brave. These attacks are directed towards his claims that
he could have had a successful life and he could have been cultured:
Rosemary: I saw through you right from the start. (Mocking.) My father, he was a very
wealthy man. A very wealthy friend of his was gonna give me a very high position with
his firm, but I wanta start in at the bottom. (Hal gulps. He winces with the pain of
recognition.) It’s all a pack of lies. You never had pot.
Howard: (Shocked.) Rosemary!
Rosemary: Be quiet, Howard. I’m gonna read all the better books and listen to
symphonies. I’ll bet you couldn’t recite the alphabet, and you couldn’t tell music from
thunder. (Summer Brave 53)
This attack brings into question whether Hal is truthful or not in his storytelling. Based on the
stage direction in the scene-- “winces with the pain of recognition” --it appears that Hal was
lying about those things in order to impress Madge. While it may seem clear that Inge intended
for Hal to appear as a liar in this scene, it is important to consider the audience perception and
how a director might stage that scene differently (the fourth crux). Would it be more interesting
to know if Hal’s lying or question whether he is a liar or not? The second option would be more
interesting for the audience. This could work in my new text because one Madge could realize
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Inge’s idea that Hal is clearly lying while the other Madge could be more skeptical. In order to
highlight the possibility of Hal not lying, I added the pantomime at the top of the show, as
already discussed, but I decided to leave the stage direction in this scene in order to leave the
possibilities open until I actual began the rehearsal process.
As discussed previously, the endings of Summer Brave and Picnic are where the arc of
the two texts begin to diverge, so how do you take these two diverging storylines and create a
cohesive text? To answer this question, I had to focus on my use of the two younger Madges and
the order of the two endings. In my mind, when creating the text, the singer “Madge” was the
primary Madge, she is reliving her youth through her memories, which is why she sees two
versions of her younger self – the optimistic and the realistic Madge. In addition to the Singer,
these two Madges would be seen throughout the show and present the two very different endings
Inge had crafted. However, which of these two Madges should be the primary Madge? I needed
to consider two of the historiography cruxes to answer that question: what was Inge’s intention
and what would be the audience’s interpretation? Inge was not satisfied with the Picnic ending
so he preferred Summer Brave, but audiences preferred Picnic. It was important to initially
satisfy the audience’s expectations so that by the end of the show the audience would more
readily accept the ending Inge preferred. I made the Madge seen in Picnic the primary Madge to
begin with; the secondary Madge only has few lines in Act One. She is merely observing the
action and reacting to the events the way she would have felt about them. As we progress into
Act Two, the secondary Madge takes on a large role. She is onstage the entire act, even when her
counterpart is offstage getting ready. She is also more vocal in this Act. I was hopeful the
audience would begin to sense her growing presence. She continues to gain presence on stage
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until the Summer Brave ending is presented. The primary Madge is not seen in that ending; only
the secondary Madge remains. This growth of the secondary Madge motivated my second
question about the arc of the new text – which ending should come first?
The order of the endings was something I struggled over for some time; there were
reasons for and against each script being the final ending. I initially thought about having the
Summer Brave ending first and then Picnic’s ending. This would be a great way to offer Inge’s
preferred ending but still provide the audience with the happy ending they desired. However, I
realized that showing the audience the romantic ending last, they would assume that ending was
the real ending; however, I did not want the audience to believe a specific ending but instead be
questioning which ending actually happened. I wanted them to question which ending was
correct, but seeing the happier second ending would overshadow the first ending. In addition,
having the Summer Brave ending first would have minimized the growth potential for the
secondary Madge. Having the audience experience Madge leaving with Hal first and then seeing
Madge choosing independence instead would be more powerful. I wanted the audience to see the
secondary Madge grow into the primary Madge. My goal was to have the audience initially
believe that the Picnic Madge was the primary Madge; however, by the end of the show the
audience would realize the true Madge had been the Summer Brave Madge instead. The Singer
remembers the Picnic Madge as the idealized version of herself, whereas the Summer Brave
Madge is her realistic self. In order to communicate this to the audience, it was necessary to
reverse my original idea about the order of the endings. This order works better because it
provides the audience with the satisfaction of seeing the happy ending first but it quickly makes
them question the first ending of the show when the scene starts over again with a different
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Madge. By placing the Summer Brave ending second, it helps to showcase Inge’s true desires
about the ending of the show and what truly happened to Madge. Madge’s declaration of
independence also becomes stronger seeing it second. Providing this new arc could satisfy both
the audience and Inge’s expectations.
Even though the arc may have been defined, the script still seemed choppy because I had
intercut three scripts together and repeated some the same scenes twice. In order to make the
script more fluid, I introduced music into the script to provide transitions. As the director of this
new piece, I used the music to also help establish the tone and mood of the piece. I was initially
only going to use music from the 1950s in order to solidify the time and place of the show;
however, I began to find songs that were relevant to the text but were not from that time period. I
realized I did not have to use all 1950s music. If I used 1950s music early in the script, it would
help to establish the time period, but songs later in the show could focus on the emotional aspects
of the text; so as the text progressed, the music becomes more modern. A couple of the songs I
selected are important to discuss while some of the other songs I selected for the script could
easily be replaced.
The song I selected for the top of show is “Summer Time,” which I decided to set the
pantomime to. I selected this song because it has a very distinct bluesy feel to it, which sweeps
the audience back in time, to the last long hot days of the summer. It helps to pull the audience
out of today and transport then back in time. I timed the pantomime to the song; the pantomime
begins with just the singer “Madge,” the audience then witnesses Hal being robbed before
transitioning to Flo and Mrs. Potts’ backyard where we see the milk and paper being delivered,
Madge and Flo having an argument, Madge 2’s entrance, and finally Hal’s arrival at Mrs. Pott’s
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house. This opening song helps to establish the mood, introduce the characters, and set up some
of the conventions of the show.
The next important song, “I Don’t Know,” comes at the end of Act Two. This was one of
the initial songs I selected for the show. I debated about where to place the song in the show but
decided that the ending of Act Two was an appropriate spot because Madge has just decided to
go with Hal to the Picnic. Madge 2 watches from the side reflecting on her own decision to leave
with Hal. The lyrics really related to both Madges:
Should I let myself go
In his direction
Is his love strong enough
For my heart's protection
I don't know…
If I gave him my heart
Would he refuse it
Would he tear it apart
Or tenderly use it (Benton and Stevenson)
Both Madges are having this struggle to determine whether they should fall in love with Hal or
stick with Alan. The singer also would be debating her choice to leave with Hal that night.
The next specific song, “One and Only,” opens Act Three. This is a modern song but the
lyrics seemed relevant to Madge’s struggle to find true love and follow her heart. In addition to
the main singer, there is a section with multiple singers, creating an echo type of effect. I thought
it would be interesting to have the Singer “Madge” imagine the couples’ rendezvous during the
picnic – Madge and Hal, Rosemary and Howard, and Madge 2 and Alan. Once the song got to
the part with the multiple voices, the women would sing the first few lines, while the men sang
the sections in parenthesis:
I know it ain't easy
Giving up your heart
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I know it ain't easy
Giving up your heart (nobody's perfect)
I know it ain't easy (trust me I've learned it) (Wells, Wilson and Adkins)
The inclusion of this song gave the audience the opportunity to see what actually happened
between the couples and not just hear them discuss it. Going back to the “rape” scene in Front
Porch, I think Inge wanted to show the audience what happened at the picnic but was unable to
because of the time period in which Picnic was performed on Broadway (the value system crux).
Because it was now acceptable to be seen on stage, “One and Only” provided me the opportunity
to adjust the script to include a possible depiction of what happened at the picnic.
The final important song included was “So Long,” another song I had initially picked. I
wanted this to be the last song of the show. I wanted to use this song to tie up some of the loose
ends and clarify my concept to the audience. The song would begin with the Singer “Madge”
singing, then Madge would enter and begin to sing, and then Madge 2 would enter and sing.
They would finish the song as a trio. My hope is that by seeing all Madges sing together at the
end it would clarify that all three actresses are playing Madge. The lyrics were very powerful
providing the audience with a haunting image of what happened to Madge:
So long,
hope we'll meet again some day.
Hope that maybe then you'll say,
"Darling, I was wrong."…
All alone,
with my memories of you.
I can see that you're lonely too...
So long, so long
though you leave me here to cry,
this can never ever be "goodbye."
We'll just say so long.
Though you leave me here to cry,
this can never ever be "goodbye."
We'll just say so long. (Spence et al.)
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Did she leave with Hal? Did she regret it? Did he later leave her? Did she truly love him? Did
she not leave with him at all? All these are questions I wanted the audience to ponder. The song
highlights some of those possibilities and it also helps to reinforce Inge’s desire for a less
romantic and happily ever after ending.
By analyzing Inge’s three texts through the four cruxes of historiography I was able to
craft a new text, which attempted to satisfy both Inge and the audience. Reflecting back on the
script, some of the sections could still use revision in order to make the story even stronger and
more cohesive, which could be achieved through a workshop process or the rehearsal process for
my production. I was able to explore the success and failures of the script through the rehearsal
process. The next chapter will outline the success and failures of the new text that were
discovered during the rehearsal process or through audience reactions to the production.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: SUCCESSES AND FAILURES
While the goal of applying the historiography cruxes to multiple texts by the same author
is to provide both the audience and playwright a more comprehensive version of the work, there
are some possible difficulties that might arise from my new text, William Inge’s Picnic. This
chapter will examine some of the downfalls of my new text and also examine some of the
successes with the audience. My production in April 2012 allowed me to test the script I had
created both in the rehearsal process and from the audience perspective. Through analyzing the
successes and failures of my production and the new text, I will be able to determine which
problems can be remedied with my new framework I developed.
One of the first possible problems with the new text is the inclusion of multiple Madges,
particularly the two primary Madges in the script. The two Madges allow the audience to see
multiple sides of the same character, sides Inge included in the different scripts, but having two
of the same character could cause confusion for an audience. The audience may not understand
who the secondary Madge represents. Is she the same character? Can people see her? The
audience will have questions about Madge 2 in the first act because Madge is the primary
character in Act One and the audience will see Madge 2 and wonder why this character is just
present watching the action but not really a part of it. The confusion about Madge 2 is remedied
once the audience sees the first scene in Act Two, the “what good is it to be pretty” scene. This
scene should hopefully be when it finally clicks for the audience that Madge 2 is also Madge.
This is a problem with my new text because this scene is approximately 45 minutes into the
script, which is a long time for the audience to be questioning a certain character. When I began
staging the show, I tried to find a way to clarify Madge 2’s character through blocking. Was
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there a way to make it clearer that Madge 2 was present in the action? One thing I thought would
help would be having both Madges in same color clothing. Having the two of them wear the
exact same dress might be a bit too heavy-handed, but having the same color is a gentle clue to
the audience that they are the same character. However, depending on the audience, it might
have been necessary to place both Madges in the exact same outfit in order for it be clearer to the
audience. Another element to consider was the staging of Madge 2. Where should she be placed
on stage? Should she be able to move around the stage or be in a fixed corner of the stage like
the Singer. While the second option may sound appealing, because it would provide a nice
balance on each side of the stage and showcase Madge 2 and the Singer watching Madge, this
option would not make much sense once Madge 2 started interacting in Act Two and Act Three.
What was most important in the staging of Madge 2 was to determine how Madge 2 felt about
the action taking place. Also to determine whether she is experiencing the action in real time like
Madge or is she reflecting on the action like the Singer? These are two very different choices and
it was important for myself and the actress playing Madge 2 to make a very clear and consistent
choice in order to assist the audience as much as possible. The stronger choice was to have
Madge 2 experience the show in real time with Madge; only the Singer is reflecting back on the
action. This choice needed to be as clear as possible to the audience and it was not as clear as it
could have been. Madge 2’s reactions should have more closely coincided with Madge’s
reactions in order to clarify they are reacting to the same thing but in different ways. Looking
back, this is definitely something I would have liked to have improved.
In retrospect, there are some changes to the script that also could be made in order to
clarify who Madge 2 is earlier in the script. I could have tried to find a scene that could display
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Madge 2 more prominently in Act One which could then be repeated in Act Two with Madge;
the opposite presentation style of the “what good is it to be pretty” scene. Unfortunately, I could
not find a scene that would work that way. Also, while staging Act One, I could have found more
moments in the text for Madge that might have seemed like asides, and rather than have Madge
say those lines, I could have changed them to Madge 2’s lines instead; this would have increased
Madge 2’s stage presence and verbal interaction with other characters in Act One which
hopefully would have clarified her role to the audience. However, even with these increased
lines, there is still no guarantee the audience would understand that Madge 2 is also Madge; even
if they do recognize she is supposed to be Madge, they may not understand whether Madge 2 is
another Madge or Madge’s conscience.
This confusion over whether Madge 2 is the true Madge or her conscience was a problem
I was worried about from the beginning, especially since I wanted the audience at the end of the
show to realize that Madge 2 was the true Madge. Presenting the two endings helps to clarify that
Madge 2 is not Madge’s conscience, but it comes so late in the show I was worried the audience
will have already formed their opinions about Madge 2 and not be open to this shift I included at
the end of the text. I could have tried to guide the audience more in the text but that would have
required me to change Inge’s dialogue or add new dialogue, which violated what I was hoping to
achieve with the piece by using the four historiography cruxes. So it poses the question: should
the audience clearly understand who Madge 2 represents or could they be left with that question
after the show? While I ultimately wanted the audience to understand Madge 2, I realized it
might not be a bad idea for the audience still to be left questioning Madge 2 after the play ended.
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I wanted the audience more actively engaged. It definitely left the audience with something to
consider, something many audience members expressed they enjoyed.
This confusion about dual actresses playing the same character may not result from every
new text created using the historiography cruxes I have outlined. Through my use of the four
cruxes for this text I decided to incorporate three people playing the same character, but the
historiography framework I have developed does not require a new text to have multiple versions
of the same character. It is meant to provide the tools to develop a comprehensive text not
necessarily the style to write this new text in. The dual actress problem was caused by my
structuring of the text and not by the four historiography cruxes framework.
Another problem some audience members encountered was understanding who the
Singer represented in the new text. It is never stated in the text who she is, and she does not have
any interactions with the other characters in the show besides watching from the sidelines and
reacting to the action. My goal was not to make it obvious to the audience who the Singer
represents. I wanted it to slowly become clear by the end of the production. I included and staged
the final trio between the Singer, Madge and Madge 2 in order to clarify the connection between
them and assist the audience in understanding that the Singer is reflecting on her past. I was
hopeful this staging would clarify my idea. Also, all three actresses had elements of the same
fabric in their final costume. I did not want to blatantly tell the audience who the Singer
represented so I resigned myself to the idea that only some of the audience might realize who the
Singer is. This dilemma highlights some of the failures in my new script, which is how much
should I lead the audience to understand the new structure and the new characters in the script?
Should they struggle a bit? Is it acceptable if some of the audience does not understand
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everything? These are all questions I pondered as the director during the rehearsal process. I tried
to clarify the story and my intentions as much as possible but did not want to hand hold the
audience too much.
Another concern I had about the script is the overall length of the text. The new text is
approximately three hours long. When using the historiography cruxes, this could be a common
problem that new scripts may encounter because there may be a desire to include more scenes in
order to capture the playwright’s fullest intentions. A script like Picnic seems very long to
modern audiences with its three-act structure. Modern audiences are accustomed to shorter, twoact plays. My new text takes the three-act structure and adds more material to it, including songs.
I tried to remove elements from the text that were not part of the central storyline in order to
counterbalance the new material, but it still resulted in a fairly long text. When using these
historiography cruxes, the new writer or director needs to become a very critical editor. He needs
to truly make sure that any additional material is truly necessary to the new script not just a scene
the new writer liked? Also, it is important to realize that the primary text can be cut as well, not
just added to. Another obstacle I encountered with my text is that I only wanted to have one
intermission rather than two. I combined Act One and Act Two into one long act, approximately
one hour and forty five minutes, a very long time for an audience to sit without an intermission.
Reexamining the script and production, I realize it might be important to reconsider the inclusion
of a second intermission or making the intermission earlier in the script. I initially did not want to
interrupt the rising action, but audience comfort should have been considered. A new text may
provide a fuller view, but if an audience becomes restless, it will not have as strong an impact as
the script possibly could.
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When combining texts like this one, another possible obstacle the director might face
would be copyright restrictions. While both texts may be by the same author, the author has not
intended for the scripts to be combined. This is something to keep in mind if one is thinking
about combining multiple scripts, because it would be important to see if this can be done before
working on the new script. If one is prevented from creating a new text, one could instead select
the script he believes fulfills the playwright’s intentions based on analysis by the four
historiography cruxes.
While there are some possible failures with this new text, it does provide some great
benefits to the playwright and the audience. It presents the multiple perspectives of the characters
and it also highlights how a playwright’s intentions with a script can change over time. These
changing intentions are imbedded in various drafts of the same story and historiography cruxes
allow one to uncover these intentions. My new text taps into Inge’s various intentions with each
of his three scripts. It also provides the ending Inge wanted while also offering audiences the
ending they desired. The new text provides a new way for the audience to engage with the script.
While Picnic is a classic play, on the surface it may seem a bit outdated to modern audiences.
This new text truly highlights the universal theme of desire for something more, whether it is
romance or something else. It also allows the audience to respond directly to the text because
they are forced to make a decision about what the ending means and represents. Do they believe
in the happily ever after ending or the more realistic ending?
Through the use of the four historiography cruxes I was able to create a new text which,
even with some flaws, presents a fuller perspective of Inge’s story. Flaws created by a new text
should be addressed during the rehearsal or workshop process in order to try to make the script
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clearer to the audience and more impactful. Some of the flaws could easily be remedied or
changed, while others required more audience guidance which as the director will need to decide
if they want to do or not.

63

CHAPTER EIGHT: CONCLUSION
While the concepts of historiography have been traditionally reserved for the study of
factual-based history and not for fictional events or people, I have discovered a way to apply
them to theatrical texts. Both authors and historians create texts, which suit their own personal
needs as well as societal expectations. This explains why there can be very different
interpretations of the history as well as different versions of the same script. Through analyzing
Thomas Postlewait’s article, Historiography and the Theatrical Event: A Primer with Twelve
Cruxes, I was able to develop my model of concepts to apply to fictional texts. This framework
allowed me to develop what I considered to be the comprehensive text of the story; the script that
attempts to best fulfills the playwright’s intentions while also satisfying the audience.
Of Postlewait’s twelve cruxes he applies when analyzing written history, four are
important for theatre practitioners to use. Each of the four cruxes provides a unique perspective
to analyze a script. The initial motivations crux allows one to analyze the causes, motivations,
aims, and purposes of the initiating agent of a historical event. It is important for directors to
attempt to understand the playwright’s motivations and goals when he was writing each version
of the script in order to make informed decisions about how to apply each version towards the
creation of a new text, which aims to capture the playwright’s evolving intentions and providing
the most comprehensive account of the fictional event. The document survival crux allows one to
analyze the conditions affecting the preservation and subsequent survival, however piecemeal
and random, of the documents of record. When beginning to develop an ultimate version of a
fictional work, it is important to question why one text is more popular than other versions of the
same story or why one script has been produced more. The value system crux propels a
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researcher to understand that the codes, values, and cultural system of the historian’s time period
will shape our understanding of the text. The audience interpretation crux refers to the
significance of understanding the formations, assumptions, values, and expectations of each
person who reads history and attempts to understand what is written about the event. An
audience member is going to bring his or her own background and ideas to a production, which
will give each production and performance a unique meaning, both for the performers as well as
for the audience. Through my case study using William Inge’s classic play Picnic, I argued that
these four historiography cruxes can be a valuable tool for theater practitioners, either writers or
directors, in developing new dramatic texts that synthesize various scripts into one new text. This
historiography framework can be a valuable tool that can be used to develop a more
comprehensive version of a script.
This methodology also can be applied to other texts besides Picnic. The four cruxes could
be helpful when someone is trying to create a new text similar to what I attempted with Picnic or
if one is trying to select the best version of a published script or translated work. If one is trying
to create a new text, one could look at the various versions of a playwright’s script, as I did, and
through those various versions determine which sections of the scripts best portray the
playwright’s intention. One can also try to follow the structure of the play as closely as possible
or add new elements. This style could be used on a lot of different plays from the 1950s. Inge
was not the only playwright to adapt one-act plays into longer works like Picnic; Tennessee
Williams used the same approach, including rewriting some of his full length works more than
once. Another good application of the four cruxes would be to apply them to plays that have
been translated from other languages into English. If a play has been translated a couple of times
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by different translators, each version is going to be a little unique; it will either follow the
original script word-for-word or it will be trying to capture the feeling of the original piece. One
could use the four historiography cruxes in order to develop a consensus of these multiple
translations. Once one has this consensus, he could either decide to create a new text or select the
text which is the closest to what he feels best presents the playwright’s intentions as he
understands them. Also, some other plays have been readapted by other playwrights or stories
have been adapted into multiple different plays. One could apply the four historiography cruxes
to determine which of these adaptations is the most comprehensive version rather than create a
new text like I did.
These historiography cruxes also could be important for directors and actors to take into
consideration. In order to get a fuller perspective of the characters, it might be valuable to look at
the different versions of a script even, if a director or actor is part of the traditional presentation
of a play. It might provide them new insights into a play, which they may not have realized
before. For example, if an actor was playing Madge in a production of Picnic, it could be
valuable for her to read Summer Brave because it provides a different choice Madge could make
about Hal and why. This could provide more subtext for the moment when Madge decides
whether to leave with Hal or not. It might also be interesting to read Front Porch, especially the
rape scene between Hal and Madge; this provides an entirely new perspective for an actor or
director, which could truly alter the staging or subtext of the scene.
This case study has provided me with what I consider to be the most comprehensive
version of the Picnic story. When I first realized there were multiple versions of the same script,
I was extremely curious to read them and understand why a playwright could rewrite the same
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story three times? Was there something unique about each of the scripts? Did his intentions
change? Through Postlewait’s article I was able to develop a way to process these three scripts
and determine why they were different and why Inge added and removed certain elements from
one script to the next. But it was Inge’s quote at the beginning of Summer Brave that really
affected me, “I never completely fulfilled my original intentions in writing Picnic” (Inge x). I
was surprised to learn that he was not satisfied with the play even though audiences and critics
loved it. His reworking of the script into Summer Brave turned out to be successful only in his
eyes. I wanted to develop a system through the four historiography cruxes that would provide a
more comprehensive version of the script that would not only satisfy Inge but also the audience.
Even with a few flaws I feel I achieved this goal. I realize there still are some possible
difficulties with the new text, some of which I could have fixed. Also, there is really no way of
knowing how Inge would feel but I hope he would be pleased with this new, more
comprehensive play version. Inge labeled Summer Brave as “the rewritten and final version of
the romantic comedy Picnic,” I would call my new text William Inge’s Picnic as the reimagined,
audience provoking, and playwright satisfying version of Picnic.
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APPENDIX: POSTLEWAIT HISTORIOGRAPHY ARTICLE
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